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Se^-.ral demographic aspects of population 
concentration and deconcentration within the nonmetropolitan sector 
during 1960-1984 are examined using census data. Relative rates of 
urban and rural growth during 19S0-70, 1970-80, and 1980-84 are 
compared. Shifts in the proportion of nonmetropolitan counties 
experiencing rural growth during 1980-84 are identified. The changing 
proportion of counties experiencing urban-rural deconcentration are 
documented. Temporal shifts in the character of nonmetropolitan 
urban-rural deconcentration are studied. Findings indicated that the 
1970s saw a widespread pattern of population Seconcentration within 
the country. This included population decline in the nation's largest 
cities, a continuing pattern of metropolitan suburbanization, more 
rapid growth in smaller than larger Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 
population redistribution away from the densely-settled North, and a 
reversal in growth patterns between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
areas. The 1970s produced a widespre patt^-rn of growth favoring 
rural over urban nonmetropolitan areas, affecting most areas of the 
country and types of counties. The unprecedented pattern of 
urban-rural deconcentration continued into the 1980s, despite a 
diminution in overall levels of nonmetropolitan growth and a return 
to faster overall metropolitan than nonmetropolitan growth. The 
interdependence between the demographic process and many interrelated 
aspects of the economy and society makes predictions about future 
population deconcentrat ions difficult. (NEC) 
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NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION DECONCBNTRATION CN THE 1980s 

For decades, urban growth in the United Ptates has been accomi>anied by 
the spread of population settlement. In his international study of the 
growth of cities in the 19th century, Weber (1899) noted this movement in 
the United States and other countries. With the coming of the automobile, 
population de<:oncentration around large cities increased in relative 
i&portance as settlements spread widely into formerly rural areas. The 
prevalence of this growth lead to the adoption of the metropolitan area as 
a unit of demographic and economic analysis beginning in 1950. By means of 
this concept one may generalize that at least throughout this century until 
1970. the settlement process of the nation can be succinctly described as 
one of population concentration into metropolitaii areas and deconcentration 
within these areas. 

Although less often a topic of investigation, papulation changes 
within nonmetropolitan areas have also undergone several significant 
transformations during this century (Ballard and Fuguitt, 1985; Johnson and 
Purdy, 1980). In this paper, we examine several demographic aspects of 
population concentration and deconcentration wi thin the norawxtropolitjin 
sector during the 1960-84 period. Historically, differential growth 
occurred in larger nonmetropolitan places, many of which subsequently ''grew 
up" to be reclassified as metropolitan (Fuguitt and Beale, 1976). Like the 
metropolitan sector, nonmetropolitan urban grrwth was primarily fueJcd by 
rural to urban migration as farm workers were displaced by the 
mechanization and consolidation of agricultural production. Consequently, 
rural open-country a^eas grew slowly, and many rural ^.^^rts of the U.S. 
experienced absolute population decline. Such change generated 



ERIC 



i 



considerable concern about the "dying" rural fanninfj comnninity which 
depended on agriculture ^.or its econcNiic livelihood (Johansen and Fuguitt, 
1984). 

Much of the concern about village and rural decline was laid to re:;t 
by reports in the 1970s that norimetropolitan areas were growing more 
rapidly than Metropolitan areas and also were experiencing net mtgralion 
gains for tb^ first time at the expense of metropolitan areas (Beale, 1975: 
Tucker, 1976). Indeed, the 1970s ushered in a period of widespread 
population deconcentration from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan areas. The 
new nonmetroTK>litan growth was not simply an extension of peripheral 
metropolitan growth or part of the establishment of new metropolitan areas, 
flor was nonmetropolitan growth primarily nodal in character. The 
population outside of and even remote from cities tended to grow more 
rapidly than the cities themselves (Beale and Fuguitt, 1978; Long, 1981). 
In fact, rural areas experienced unprecedented rates of population growth 
which generally exceeded rates for nonmetropolitan urban places (Lichter 
and Fuguitt, 1982; Long and De Are, 1982). Thus the 1970s were 
characterized not only by redistribution toward nonmetropolitan areas but 
also by deconcentration down the urban hierarchy within the nonmetropolitan 
sertor. 

Perhaps signalling a return to the pattern of population concentration 
observed throughout much of this century, metropolitan areas were once 
again growing more rapidly than nonmetropolitan areas during thtf early 
1980s (Forstall and Engels, 1984). Indeed, during 1983-84, nonmetropolitan 
areas experienced net outmigration, losing on ba]{in<:e over 350,000 
residents to metropolitan areas (Dahnann, 1986). Unfortunately, the 
post*1980 return to nonmetro^to-raetro population concentration has shifted 



attention away from questions regarding the continuation of population 
deconcentration within the nonnetropolitan sector. Claims of the so-called 
•*end of the turnaround** (Forstall and Engels, 1984; Richter, 1985), 
however, must be tempered by evidence that either refutes or confirms a 
continuing pattern since 1980 of greater rural tiian urban growlh within 
nonmetropolitan areas. 

Our paper has three objectives aimed at providing evidence regarding 
recent patterns of concentration/ deconcentration within the nonmetropolitan 
U.S. First, we examine relative rates of urban and rural growth during the 
1960-70, 1970-80, and 1980-84 periods. Ear. the pattern of urban-rural 
deconcentration, which was first observed during the 1970s, continued 
during the slow nonmetropolitan growth period of the early 1980s? And have 
post~1380 changes in urban-raral population growth been spatially 
widespread? Here we document spatial variation in urban-rural shifts for 
nonmetropolitan counties differentiated by: (1) region; (2) metropolitan 
adjacency stata:.; and (3) local urbanization, as measured by 
size-of-largest place in the county. Second, we examine shifts in the 
proportion of nonmetropolitan counties experiencing rural growth during 
I960 84, and we docniment the changing proportion of counties experiencing 
urban-rural deconcentration. Finally, we examine toiporal shifts in the 
character of nonmetropolit>«i urban-rural deconcentration. During the 
1970s, urban-rural deconcentration (i e., higher rural than urban grow*:h 
rates) occurrtjd largely in the context of both rural and urban growl Ii. 'his 
pattern differed substantially from earlier periods, when nonmetropolitan 
deconcentration was P'-imarily due to slower rural population decline than 
urban decline. Here we reevaluate for the 19803 the contribution of urban 
and rural population growth/decline to the iemographic procciss of 



deconcentrat ion. 



DATA AND PROCEDURES 

The basic dcta for this paper are the populations of incorporated 
places and counties found in the censuses of 1960, 1970 and 1980 along with 
estimates prepared by the Bureau of the Census for 1984, published in their 
Current Population Report series. For this paper, counties have been 
designated as metropolitan or nonmetropolit an as of the beginning of each 
tine interval considered. We believe the initial designation is preferable 
when comparing growth rates across successive tiae intervals. Given the 
continuous transfer of counties fro« noD«etropolitan to metropolitan 
status, this approach yields a more accurate portrayal of the situation 
prevailing at each tine. 

By relating county population totals to place totals it is possible to 
obtain figures for the size and growth of both places and the remainder of 
county population. Population concentration/deconcentration is then 
rovealfcd by growth differentials between the population in incorporated 
plaices having more thar 2,500 people and the remaining largely rural 
population. Indeed, this comparison is essentially the same as a 
rural-urban comparison under the previous urban definition employed by the 
Bureau of the Census prior to 1950. With the definition used since ^hen, 
however, much territory outside such cities also is cotmted as urban, 
particularly in metropolitan areas. There the percent of the urban 
population (current definition) that lived in incorporated placres having 
more than 2,500 people was 82 in 1960 and dropped to 76 in 1980. 
Conversely, only a littJe more than one- half of the people not living in 
incorporated cities were rural in 1960 and about four out of ten were rural 
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in 1980. The fit is much better in tionmetropolitan areas, however, where 
the percent of the urban populatiou living in incorporaietl places greater 
than 2,500 ranges fro« 93 to 89 between 1960 and 1980, and the population 
not living in such incorporated places re ges from 96 to 93 percent. In 
other words, our distinction between those living inside and outside 
incorporates! places over 2,500 in size coaies reasonably close to the 
cuirent rural-urban distinction for nonaetropolitan areas, out not for 
netropolitan areas. By comparing changes in the urban place population 
with the roKiinder we are considering evidence of population concentration 
in cities or a tendency for dispersion froa thes* 

In both aetropolitaii and nonaetropolitan areas the population not 
living in an incorporated place includes: (1) the densely settled fringe 
around cities (whether ca? tured by the urbanized area definition or that 
around snaller places); (2) residents of unincorporated placea of any size; 
and (3) the open country consisting of population not usually identified as 
village- like or nodal. In addition, the population outside cities (i.e., 
not living in places of 2,500 and »ore) incl ides those villages which are 
incorporated and have less than 2,500 people. In 1980 incorporated 
villages were about 18 percent of the nonmetropolitan population outside 
cities of 2,500. Unfortunately, the population residing in the fringe 
around nonmetropolitan cities or in the open country balance is not easily 
estimated since the thickly settled territory around cities is not 
delimited in census reports. Less thar one percent of the nonmetropolitan 
population living outside places of greater than 2,500 is found in 
officially designated urban fringes in 1980. (The comparable figure for 
metropolitan areas is 23 percent). The important point here is not to 
consider the other population or the population outside cities simply as 
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rural "open country," even in nonmetropolitan areas. 

In calculating growth rates, places are classed by size at the 
beginning of each tine interval. Because our 1984 population estimates for 
small places are assuued to be unreliable, only aggregate totals for groups 
of cities having more than 2,530 population are considered here. The 
population outside cities r!:ay include places which are under 2,500 at the 
beginning of this period but over 2,500 by the end, and the population 
considered in places over 2,500 may include cities which have declined to 
under 2,500 by the end of the period. By following the same places over 
time, however, we avoid obvious proble«s due to the reclassification of 
places. Using the initial metropolitan designation, about one-third of the 
growth classed as outside metropolitan and nonmetropolitan cities for 
1960-70 was actually in places that were over 2,500 by 1970. This tendency 
was diminished in 1970-80, however, when corresponding percentages were 22 
for metropolitan and 11 for nonmetropolitan areas. 

Although county areas remain constant over time in these comparisons 
the place boundaries may change, since much of the population growth of 
cities is associated with the annexation of new territory (Klaff and 
Fuguitt, 1978). This is a factor which we c<innot control over the time 
I>eriods examined- If peripheral growth is accompanied by political 
annexation during an interval it represents city growth in our analysis. 
On the other hand, peripheral areas that are not annexed contribute to 
growth in the other (or rural) population. Most growth, after all, must 
occur at the outer edges of places, which raises questions about when this 
peripheral growth is extraordinary. The answer would appear to lie in the 
extent to which growth outside places is not restricted to the thickly 
settled areas around these places. As we shall see, the recent upturn in 
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nonmetropolitan growth outside cities is not explained entirely by city 
fringe developnent since ouch is in counties which have no cities. Also in 
many parts of the country field studies have pointed to the dispersed 
nature of much of the nw nonmetropolitaTi settlement (Appalachian Regional 
Commission 1980; Voss and Fuguitt 1979; Hart, 1984). 

The results that follow reveal several remarkable changes since 1960 
in the growth patterns and the distribution of population both outside and 
inside incorporated places of different sizes. Although lacking in the 
rigor we would like, evidence of a shift toward deconcentration — even in 
resBote rural areas — is based on conventional procedures and is consistent 
with other evidence of recent trends in population distribution. The 
findings based on the data and analytic tools at our disposal hardly appear 
to be artifactual or entirely an extension of conventional urban growth. 

FINDINGS 

B eyond the Turnaround: Trends Through 1984 

To evaluate evidence of continuing urban-rural deconcentration, 
axmualized growth rates are presented in Figure 1 for 1960-70, 1970-80, and 
1980-84 for places over 2,500 and other areas outside th^so places* ^ 
Metropolitan rates are also provided for purposes of comparison. Indeed, 
for 1960-70, rapid grow n in Metropolitan smaller cities (column B) and 
areas outside cities (column C) clearly indicates not only a pattern of 
metropolitan concentration but deconcentration within Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas. Not surprisingly, rural-urban concentration also 
occurred within nonmetropoJitan areas during the 19B0s. By the 1970s, 
large metropolitan cities declined absolutely, and the nonmetropolitan 
population outside cities increased dramatically, as process€^s of U.S. 
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popuLation deconc^ntration accelerated. The early 19R0s subse<iuenl ly 
revealed a decline in all growth segments except places over 50,000, which 
bounced back to growth faster than in the 1960s. The metropolitan 
population outside cities wcs no longer growing faster than the smaller 
places and the nonmetropolitan population outside cites was growing only 
slightly faster than the nonmetropolitan population in incorporated places 
above 2»50Q population. 

Regional variations in these treaids are also clearly apparent in 
Figure 1. Unlike the pattern of concentration revealed for the nation as a 
whole, the Northeast was already experiencing nonmetropolitan 
deconcentration during the 1960s. During the turnaround period of the 
19703, each region experiened faster rural than urban growth. By the early 
1980s, metropolitan places over 50,000 in each region declined less or grew 
more than they did in 1970-80, and indeed growth levels exceeded those of 
1960-70 in the S uth and West. Except for the Northeast, the most rapidly 
growing segment was incorporated metropolitan places less than 50,000 in 
size. Within nonmetropolitan areas, the slight tendency for 
deconcentration found for the U.S. overall we a balance of a strong 
differential rural growth in the Northeast, slightly greater rural than 
urban growth continuing in the Midwest and West, and a shift from 
deconcentration back to a low degree of urban concentration in the South. 
This post- 1980 shift in the South occurred following a period of 
substantial population loss outside citi*?s in the 1950s to a gain exceeding 
that of cities in the 1970s. Thus overall nonmetropolitan deconcentration, 
though much reduced and overshadowed by regional shifts away from the 
North, was still continuing in three out of four U.S. regions in 1980-84. 

Although this analysis r'lggests a continuing pattern of 
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noninetropolitun deconcentrat ion during the ISSOs, it may well be that 
nonnetropolitan rural growth is simply extended growth beyond metropolitan 
boundaries. Consequently, in Figure 2 growth rates are provided for 
nonnetropolitan counties distinguished by whether they we;e physically 
adjacent to counties classified as metropolitan at the beginning of each 
tiine period. 

Those data reveal that during the 1960s the U.S. pattern was one of 
deconcentrat ion in adjacent counties and concentration in nonadjacent 
counties, strongly suggesting a suburban-like groirth radxat lug out from 
metropolitan to nonmet rope li tan areas. Within regions this pattern was 
found only in the Northeast where nonadjacent counties also showed 
deconcentrat ion to a high degree. In the 1970s, however, deconcentrat ion 
occurred uniformly across all regions in both adjacent and nonadjacent 
counties, a shift suggesting accelerated rural growth even in remote areas. 

The post~1980 period produced growth differentials favoring the rural 
population in adjacent counties, but rural rates were again lower thr 
urban rates in nonadjacent areas for the U.S. (top panel. Figure 2). 
Moreover, overall growth levels were much lower in the Northeast and 
Midwest, though in the former region a strong deconcentrating trend 
continued into the 1980s. In the South concentration in counties both 
adjacent and nonadjacent to metropolitan centerr was apparent, but this 
region also had the strongest evidence of an adjacency effect favoring 
growth near metropolitan centers. Nonmetropolitan rates were by far the 
highest in the West in 1980-84, ranging upwards to two percent a yoar. 
There was liltJe differen<:c in growth ra'.es between rural and urban 
segments for this region. 

Was the deconcentrat ion in nonadjacent counties in the 1970-80 period 
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due to the developnr* /hat might be termed "incipient metropolitan 

areas?** That is, is it besically peripheral growth arour/d larger cities in 
nonadjacent counties, perhaps indicating a aetropolitan--like pattern of 
extended suburban iiSat ion? This issue is examined by dividing nonadjacent 
counties by the size of the largest place in the county at the beginning of 
each time period. For each portion of Figure 3, the first bar represents 
the incorporated places over 2,500 in comities having at least one place 
over 10,000 in size and the secono jar is tue other population in such 
counties. Tie next two bars are for places over 2^500 and for the other 
population in counties with the largest place between 2,500 and 10,000, and 
the last bar is for the rate of population change in counties having no 
place • . 2,500 (i.e., essentially rural counties). 

In 1960-70 for the U.S. as a whole there was a concentrating pattern 
into counties with larger cities. In such counties, however, the 
population outside cities was growing as rapidly as that in places over 
2,500 in size. Places over 2,500 in other counties were growing almost as 
rapidly, but the outside-city po lation in these counties was declining. 
As before, the Northeast was quite different, already showing a strong 
deconcentration pL tern with absolute declines m both place categories. 
The patterns for other regions were gene**al]/ consiatent with the U.S. as a 
whole. 

The shift to a deconcent rating pattern across all regions during the 
turnaround decade is clearly revealed in these data (Figure 3). 
Deconcentration occurred both around larger places, and also around places 
2,500 to 10,000 in population size, with outside city rates higher than 
those for cities. Furthermore, completely rural nonadj«cent counties, the 
segment presumably most removed from cciventior arban influence, were 
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growing more rapidly than either nonadjacent place segment, regardless of 
region. The rapid growth of completely rural counties is known to be 
associated with recreation, retirement and geographic amenities found in 
many parts of the country. On the other hand, outside -the more densely 
settled Northeast the most rapid growth sector in the 1970s was for the 
areas outside cities in counties having cities over 10,000 population* 
Deconcentration around the larger cities, including those away from 
existing metropolitan areas, is an important component of this 
deconcentration process. 

In the post-1980 period the U.S. rates were quite uniform across the 
nonmetropolitan nonadjacent segBients. In particular the rate for the otner 
population in counties having large cities had once more dropped to a lev^l 
equal to that of cities. The other three segments were only slightly 
lower. Again, the Northeast stands out as continuing the deconcentration 
pattern, with substantial absolute decline for both urban place categories, 
and the greatest growth (though at only about one-half the level of 
1970-80) found for the completely rural counties. All rates were quite low 
in the Midwest, and the only segments showing even a small amount, of growth 
are those for counties with cities over 10,000, Growth in the South Is 
higher and more uniform across the segments i^rd the same is true for the 
West, where rates are generally twice the size of those in the South. 

In summary, the nonadjacent pattern in the Northeast was one of 
deconcentration throughout the entire 24-year period. Other parts of the 
country, however, underwent a remarkable transition over this time 
period from one supporting concentration into "incipient metropolitan area" 
counties to one with major growth outside urban places in all locations 
during the 19708. The 1980s have brought back a more subdued pattern ox' 
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almost uniforiB growth across the city and outside-city segments. 
Consequently, the nost recent situation is one of lowered growth, 
particularly in areas that underwent the most change between the 1960s and 
the 1970s, which contributed to a more undifferentiated pattern of 
population change. 

Deconcentration Within Nonmetropolitan Counties 

To assess more ccMapletely the extent of deconcentration in 
nonmetropolitan America we have extended our analysis to the county level. 
The aggregate rural and urban population change compared in the preceding 
section showed a general shift toward deconcentration with greater growth 
outside plae s over 2,500 population. Such aggregate rates give greater 
weight, however, to counties having larger populations and do not 
necessarily reveal the typical" population changes experienced by 
individual nonmetropolitan counties. Nonmetroplitan areas may be 
experiencing faster rural than urban growth in the aggregate, but the 
majority of nonmetropolitan counties may nonetheless be experiencing faster 
urban growth. If rural and urban growth rates are calculated for each 
nonmetropolitan county, we can detezmine the percentage that grew in their 
rural and urban sectors, and those that deconcentrated by experiencing 
faster rural than urban growth. This has been done for 1960-70, 1970-80, 
and 1980-84, with urban again defined as the population in places 2,500 or 
more at the beginning of each decade. These places are then followed 
across the time intervals to indicate the amount of urban growth or 
decline. Change in th^ balance of the county population (i.e., the 
difference between county and urban place population) is termed here rural 
growth or decline. 

15 



The percentage of nonmetropolitan counties with total, urban or rural 
growth is shown in Table I.2 Only about one-half of all nonnetropoUtan 
counties grew ever 1960-70. By 1970-80, eight of ten counties grew, and 
two-thirds ^u.^tinued to do so during the 1980-84 period. Completely rural 
counties (i.e., no place 2500 or more at the beginning of a decade) showed 
a sicilar pattern, from less than 40 percent growing in the: 1960s to mor« 
than 70 and back to 63 percent growing during 1970-80 and 1980-84. 

Total mral counties laa:^ be compared with the rural parts of urbiin 
counties. The fact that move than one-half of the rural parts of urban 
counties grew over 1960-70, ccHipared to less than 40 percent of the 
completely rural counties, suggests scMie deconcentration around 
nonnetropolitan cities. Indeed, fully two-thirds of the rural parts grew 
in counties having places with 10,000 people or more in 1970, whereas the 
rural parts of other urban counties were less likely to be growing than 
totally rural counties. 

By 1970 80, however, more than 80 percent of the rural parts of urban 
counties were growing and the differential by whether or not there was a 
major center in the county had almost disappeared. During this decade the 
proportion of rural parts growing in urban counties was higher than for the 
urban parts, and the completely rural counties were about as likely to grow 
as the urban parts of counties. 

Although the downturn in the 198084 interval was widespread, 
competely rural counties and the rural parts of other urban counties 
continued to experience growth rates well above 1960-70 levels. Moreover, 
the rural parts of those counties continued the 1970-80 pattern of higher 
growth proportions than corresponding urban segm^mts. 

The results here closely parallel those previously presented comparing 
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aggregate growth rates. The turnaround decade was one in which the 
likelihood of rural growth greatly increased in all three county settings, 
and exceeded corresponding urban segments. And once again, the 1980-84 
period is one of retrenchment but not a return to the pre-turnaround 
1960-70 pattern of population concentration. 

But what about urban- rural concentration or deconcontration within 
individual nonmetropolitan counties? Here we restrict attention to 
counties having cities of 2»500 and over at the beginning of a decade, and 
show the proportion of counties in which rural growth exceeded urban 
^owth. Because deconcentration has always been considered iiorc 
characteristic around large cities. Table 2 provides tabulations by vthether 
or not the county includes a place of 10,000 population or sore at the 
beginning of each period, and also by whether or not the county is adjacent 
to a county classed as netropolitan at the beginning of the decade. 

During the 1960-70 period only about four out of ten nonmetropolitan 
counties with cities could be classc^d as deconcentrating (top panel of 
Table 2). As expected, this percentage was even smaller in less urbanized 
counties where only 32 percent had differential rural growth, and in larger 
counties with cities of 10,000 and over, one-half of which were 
deconcentrating. Similarly, regardless of size of largest place, counties 
that were not adjacent to metropolitan counties were considerably less 
likely to be deconcentrating than adjacent counties, and this differential 
was greater in counties with larger cities. Overall, the 1960-70 period 
can be characterized its one of nonmetropolitan population concentration 
within counties, particularly in more rural and remote settings. 

By 1970-80, however, this pattern had shifted substantially. More 
than two-thirds of the counties were deconcentrating overall, with six out 
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of ten deconcent rating in counties without large cities and more than three 
quarters doing so where large cities were present • The absolute increase 
in this percentage across the two decades, however, was larger in more 
rural counties and largest in the nonadjaceni counties without a city of 
10,000 or more. Since these are the grou ; of counties that had the lowest 
proportion deconcent rating, the effect is to Move toward a more uniform 
rate across counties distinguished by nearness to metopolitan areas and 
local urbanization. It sbgbs r^narkuble that in the 1970-80 period more 
thpn one half of the more rural nonadjacent counties experienced faster 
rural than urban growth. 

For 1980-84 there was Acdest decline to about 60 percent in the 
proportion of counties deconcectrating, but also a further convergence in 
differences by nearness to a netropolitan areas and level of local 
urbanization. That is, most of the shift back to concentration occurred in 
counties having cities of 10,000 or more, and anong the other counties, 
those not adjacent to metropolitan areas retained the same percentage (57) 
as in 1970-80. Across the three time periods between 1960 and 1984 there 
was overall a 23 pe-^centage point increase in the percent of all 
nonmetroplitan counties deconcent rating, from 38 to 61. For counties 
having large cities at the beginning of a time period, however, the 
percentage point increase was 11, and in otner counties with any city it 
was 27. The latter difference was larger (31) for counties in nonadjacent 
settinf^s. Since the increased prevalence of deconcent rat ion was most 
marked in more rural and remote counties between the 1960s and the 1970s 
and the decline between the 1970s and the early 1980s whs zero or less 
there, the differences between these four county groups in the likelihood 
of decc»ncentration had almost di appeared in 1980-84. 
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The remaining panels of Table 2 fjive the results for the four regions 
of the United States. Almost all of the counties in the Northeast have 
been deconcent rating since I960, but the proportions were even higher in 
the lost two time periods, when in fact 100 percent of the nonadjacent 
county groups had higher rural than urban growth. In the highly urban and 
metropolitan Northeast, however, nonadjacent areas represent a very 
snail and continously declining set of counties. 

The changing levels and patterns for the three other regions were 
similar to each other and to the United States as a whole as discussed 
above. All county groups in all three regions had a higher proportion 
deconcenirating in 1970-80 than in 1960-70. Similarly, the proportion 
deconcent rating was less in the 1980s than the 1970s in all other groups 
except those not adjacent to a metropolitan area and located in the 
Midwest. These proportions, however, still remained above the 1960-70 
period for all groups except two that were in the West. 

T ypes rf County Concentration and Deconcentration 

The patterns of rural and urban growth may take on a variety of fonns. 
Counties may concentrate by experiencing: (1) faster urban than rural 
growth, (2) urban growth with decline in rural areas, and (3) slower urban 
decline than rural decline. Conversely, deconcentrating counties undergo 
either: (1) faster rural than urban growth, (2) rural growth and urban 
decline, or (3) slower rural than urban decline. The distributions of 
these various combinations of growth have exhibited some rather substantia? 
changes for nonmetropolitan counties over the 24--year period from 19B0 to 
15)84, as is seen by comparing the columns of Table 3. 

In the 1960s the dominant pattern was one in which county urban places 
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were growing and areas outside cities declining in population This was 
particularly true for counties without a larger city. In the 1970s the 
node was the first deconcentration category for counties with rural growth 
ffreater than urban growth. This was true of 45 percent of the counties, 
the highest percentage in the table. By 1980-84 this category was still 
the mode but it stood out less from the others and the percentage had 
dropped to 28. Even when counties were concentrating after 1970, more than 
one-half were doing so in conjunction with rural growth. In the 1960s 
twice as many counties were experiencing iu*ban growth and rural decline 
than irursl decline and urban growth, but the situation almost eyactly 
reversed for the next two time periods. 

The largest decline in a deconcentration category in the transition 
from 1970-80 to 1980-84 was for rural growth greater than urban growth, the 
same category that increased the most between 1960-70 and 1970-80. Rural 
growth with urban decline was somewhat less likely to be found in counties 
having large cities in the later time period, but in both types of counties 
there was a countervailing increase in the percentage of counties having 
rural decline less than urban decline. Obviously, patterns of differential 
city and aoncity growth and decline have undergone a significant change in 
many parts of nonmetropolitan America, but the deconcentration within 
counties became much iBore prevalent in the 1970s and is still widespread. 

The above patterns are generally found for the regions of the country 
outside of the Northeast (data not shown). The increase between the 1970s 
and the early 19KOs in the percentage of counties having rural cleclin*! less 
than urban decline was concentrated in the Midwest, however, where the more 
rural counties had an absolute increase in the percentage deconcentratiiig 
for this reason. In the most recent time period this was th«i pattern for 
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about one third of the deconcent rating counties in the Midwest, but was 
true for less than 10 percent of the deconcent rat ing counties in other 
regions. 

The Northeast differed from the others in that almost all of the 
nonmetropolitan counties were classed as deconcent rat ing (see Table 2). The 
major deconcentration type for this region, however, was rural growth with 
urban decline, but the modal and often major type for the other regions, 
except for the Midwest in 1980~84, was rural growth greater than urban 
growth. Consequently, unlike previous periods, within-nonmetropolitan 
county deconcentration was occurrizig largely in the context of both urban 
and rural growth for most parts of the U.S. 



The 1970s saw a widespread pattern of population deconcentration 
within the United States. This included population decline in the nation's 
largest cities, a continuing pattern of metropolitan suburbanization, more 
rapid growth in smaller than larger Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 
population redistribution away from the densely-settled North, and a 
reversal in growth patterns between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. 
Ir *'his paper, we have examined several aspects of recent changes in the 
procMs of population concentration/deconcentration within the 
nonmetropolitan United States. 

We have shown that the 1970s produced a widespread pattern of growth 
favoring rural over urban nonmetropolitan areas, affecting most areas of 
the country and types of counties. More significantly, this unprecedented 
pattern of urban-rural deconcentration continued during the 1980s, despite 
a diminution in overall levels of nonmetropolitan growth and a return to 
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faster overall metropolitan than nonmetropolitan growth. The 
netro-nonnetro turnaround nay be over — at least fr<» a statistical point 
cf view — but the urban-rural turnaround continues. Assertions regarding 
processes of population concentration must accommodate the fact that rural 
population growth remains an important component of overall nonmetropolitan 
growth in the 1980s. Although considerable regional variation continues, 
it seems appropriate to conclude that since 1970 population redistribution 
patterns in nonmetropolitan America are no longer supporting rapid 
concentration into cities. Indeed, dcconcentmJ.ion into smaller towns and 
rural areas may well prevail in most local areas on a long-term basis. 

Differential growth (or decline^ favoring rural areas may signal a 
halt to the longstanding pattern of centralization in many parts of 
nonmetropolitan America, but these intracounty growth differentials renmin 
an issue of continuing policy concern. For example, the trend toward 
deconcentration may exacerbate fiscal pressures on nonmetropolitan urbar 
centers as their tax bases deteriorate at a time when they may be subjected 
to growing denands of residents in surrounding rural areas who make use of 
various community services. In the past, such concerns have usually been 
limited to discussions of the impact of suburbanization in metropolitan 
areas, but have now taken on added importance in many nonmetropolitan 
regions of the United States. 

Another policy concern is that differential rural growth in 
nonmetropolitan areas may hasten the conversion of prime agricultural land 
for residential purposes (Brown, Heaton, and Huffman, 1984). Evidence to 
support this premise is sc<mty, but the need in future research to relate 
land use to population changes at the local level is clear. A parallel 
problem is possible pressure on other environmental resources, particularly 
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those related to recreational amenities. Population densities remain very 
low in nost nonaietropolitan rural areas, but in many parts of the country 
available prime scenic property is becoming scarce through rapid 
settlement.^ 

Finally, improvements in transportation and communication techno I of^y 
have undoubtedly allowed population and economic activity to be more 
dispersed than previously. Problems of congt?stion, new processes of 
production, the declining population dependent upon agriculture, as well as 
the preferences of many people for living in low density areas have helped 
fuel the deconcentration process that extends from the regional to the 
local county level of analysis. At a more general level, changes in 
industrial structure, as America participates in an increasingly 
interdependent world economy, undoubtedly play a part in these residence 
shifts. Although local population deconcentration is still the rule 
throughout nonmetropolitan America, some concentration tendencies are 
nevertheless evident, and the present decade has not simply been a repeat 
of the 1970s. Cur difficulties in making more confident predictions about 
the future concerning population deconcentration reflect in large part the 
interdependence between this demographic process and many interrelated 
aspects of our economy and society. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. The fomula is: 

P2 - PI 

Rate of population growth = (100) 

K(1/2)(P2 + PI) 

where PI and P2 are the populations of a unit at the beginning and the 
end of the period, and K is the length of the time interval, either 10 
or 4 1/4 years (Shryock and Siegel, 1971:378-80). One- fourth is added 
to the latter interval because the 1984 estimates are as of July 1 and 
the census dates are April 1. 

2. Of the 2,741 noninetropolitan counties in I960, 1,001 had no urban 
population as neasured here. Of the 2,627 in 1970, 920 had no urban 
population of the 2,384 nonnetropolitan counties in 1980, 820 had no 
urban population. The total number of counties with urban populations 
by largest place in county is given in Table 3. 

3. As an exnaple, real estate agents in a northern Wisconsin county that 
ms part of the national nonoetropolitan turnaround because of its 
attractive aaenitic5{ have asserted that although the denand for new 
housing has declinetl since the late lS)70s, this has not been true for 
lake-front property, which has continued to increase in value. 
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Tabic 1 

PKRCKNTAGii: OF NONMfclTROPOLlTAN COUNTLKS WITH URBAN OR RURAL GROWTH 
BY LARGEST PLACE IN COUNTY, 1960- 198^1 (a) 





Type of r "^unty & 
urban, rura^ segment 


1960-70 


1970-80 


1980- oA 




All nonmetro counties 


52 


82 


68 


All Rural counties 


<J o 


72 


63 


All urban counties 








rural part 


53 


84 


12 


urban part 


68 


73 


61 


Largest place 10,000+ 








rural part 


69 


90 


/6 


urban part 


68 


70 


66 


Other urban counties 








rural part 


31 


81 


70 


urban part 


69 


75 


58 



(a) Urban in this table refers to incorporated places having mnre than 2500 
people at the beginning of a time interva' , rural refers tc other places 
and the nonplace population. This classification of places, and the 
largest place and nonmetropolitan designations were as of 1960 for 
1960-70, 1970 for 1970-^80 and 1980 for 1980-84. Zero change is regarded 
as growth. 
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TABLE 2 

PKRCKNTAGE OF NONKKTKOPOLITAN COUNTLES DECONCKNTRATiNG BY 
SIZE OF LARGEST PLACE IN COUNTY, ADJACENCY TO A METROPOLITAN ARKA 
AND REGION, UNITED STATES, 1960-1984^ 



1960-70 



1970-80 



1980-84 



Tol.al Largest Place Total 
10,000 Other 



Largest Place 
10,000 Other 



Total Largest Plac e 
10,000 Othor 



UNITED STATES 




















Total 


38 


52 


32 


68 


79 


63 


61 


63 


59 


Adjacent 


47 


59 


39 


74 


84 


68 


63 


64 


62 


Not Adjacent 


32 


46 


26 


61 


71 


57 


58 


61 


57 


NORTHKAST 




















Adjacent 


87 


88 


86 


96 


100 


89 


93 


92 


94 


Not Adjacent 


92 


93 


92 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


MIDWEST 




















Adjacent 


47 


63 


40 


72 


86 


65 


62 


66 


60 


Not Adjacent 


26 


40 


19 


48 


63 


42 


62 


68 


60 


SOUTH 




















Adjacent 


37 


52 


31 


72 


80 


68 


61 


59 


62 


Not Adjacent 


29 


43 


22 


64 


71 


62 


54 


60 


52 


WEST 




















Adjacent 


44 


37 


51 


72 


77 


67 


52 


57. 


47 


Not Adjacent 


43 


51 


40 


75 


81 


73 


51 


39 


b5 



Urban in this table refers to incorporated places having more than 2500 
people at the beginning of a time interval; rural refers to other places 
and the nonplace population. This classification of places, and the 
largest place, nonmetropolitan and adjacency designations were as of 19bO 
LUL 1960-70, 1970 for 1970-80 and 1980 for 1980-84. A county is 
deconcentrating if its naral growth exceeds its urban growth. Zero 
change is regarded as growth. 
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Table 3 

PKRCKNTAGb: DISTKIBUTION OF NONMKTKOFOLITAN COUNTIKS HAVING URBAN POPULATION BY 
rYPE OF POPULATION CONCbiNTRATlON/DECONCKNTHATlON , UNITED STATES 1960- 1984^ 



1960-70 1970-80 1 980-84 



Total LarRest Place Total LarRest Place Total LarRest Place 
10.000 Other 10,000 Other 10,000 Other 



Concentratir iR Counties 

Urban growth GT rural growth 
Urban growth, rural decline 
Urban dec. LT rural decline 

Subtotal 



20 


21 


19 


18 


29 


20 


34 


11 


13 


7 


16 


3 


62 


48 


69 


32 



3 


21 


23 . 


22 


23 


7 


12 


11 


11 


11 


1 


A 


6 


4 


7 


1 


37 


40 


37 


41 



P^iL^nc en tratinR Counties 



Rural growth GT urban growth 


19 


21 


16 


45 


50 


42 


28 


33 


25 


Rural growth, urban decline 


14 


27 


10 


21 


27 


18 


21 


21 


22 


Rural dec. LT urban decline 


5 


4 


6 


2 


2 


3 


11 


9 


12 


Subtotal 


38 


52 


32 


68 


79 


63 


60 


63 


59 


TOTAL 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


lOO 


100 


No. of Counties 


1,740 


583 


1,157 


1,707 


578 


1,129 


1,564 


510 


1,054 



Urban in this table refers to incorporated places having more than 2500 people at the 
beginning of a time interval; rural refers to other places and the nonplace population. This 
classification of places, and the largest place and nonmetropolitan designations were as of 
I960 for 1960-70, 1970 for 1970-80 and 1980 for 1980-84. Zero change is regarded as growth. 
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Figure 1 



Annualized Population Char.^ for Urban Places 
and Other Territory in Metropolitan and Non- 
metropolitan Areas. 1960-70. 1970-80. 1980-34 
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Figure 2 



Annualized Population Change for Urban Places^ 
and Other Territory in Adjacenc and Nonad]acenu 
NonmetroDOlitan Counties. 1960-70. 1970-80. 1980-84 
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Figure 3 



Annualized Population Change for Urdan Places 
and Other Territory in Nonadjacent Nonmetropoli- 
tan Counties by Size of Largest Place in County 
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